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SOCIOLOGY 
Migration and Social Status 
D. DUANE BRAUN* 
ABSTRACT - From previous studies of migration, it was hypothesized that those of higher social 
status, elites, tended to migrate in greater proportions than non-elites. Data taken from Who's 
Who In America and published census results for Minnesota indicated that this was, indeed, the 
case, but more so in 1940 than in 1959-1960. A sharp decline for elite in-migration to Minnesota 
took place in the 20-year period. Yet the rate of increase for Minnesota elites between 1940 and 
1959 was much higher than the increase in population oi: the state. Minnesota is producing more 
of its own elites today than it did before World War II, indicating an actual increase in opportunity 
for native Minnesotans to achieve elite status. 
Demographers and sociologists have long been con-
cerned with explaining the reasons behind migration. 
As early as 1885 an essentially economic causality had 
been assigned to geographic mobility (Ravenstein : 
1885). More recently, a theory of intervening opportu-
nities was advanced to account for shifts in population 
(Stouffer : 1940). Corroborating research followed, high-
lighting an inherent inability to utilize the theory of inter-
vening opportunity in dealing with direction of move-
ment (Isbell: 1944, Bright and Thomas: 1944). Other 
results also point to the importance of economic oppor-
tunity in relation to distance moved (Anderson: 1955, 
Bogue and Thompson: 1949). 
But of most saliency has been the contention that geo-
graphic mobility is significantly related to social mobility 
(Yance : 1958). From a study of in-migrants to Minne-
apolis, Rose found direct relationship between distance 
moved and education and occupation (Rose: 1958). His 
results were borne out by a replication carried on in 
Duluth (Stub: 1958) . It can be hypothesized that the 
higher an individual's social status, the more likely he 
will be to migrate - and to greater distances than persons 
of lesser social status who move. 
Complicating the hypothesis, however, is the need to 
control for several important social characteristics such 
as age, education, and occupation. All, of course, are 
closely related to social status. A further problem arises 
in conjunction with the manner in which geographic 
mobility is measured. The Census Bureau has used two 
methods since 1940 to delineate the mobile from the 
static: movement to a different house within the last five 
years (recent mobility) and "division born in" to "state 
lived in" (lifetime mobility). 
To test the major hypothesis, two time periods - 1940 
and 1960 - were designated for study. From the 1940 
and 1959 volumes of Who's Who in America, samples 
were drawn of all male Minnesotans listed who were in 
professional or managerial occupations. The individuals 
listed in the two samples can be said to manifest high 
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social status, to be elite. In comparison, male Minne-
sotans contained in the 1940 and 1960 Censuses of Popu-
lation were specified as non-elite (Census Bureau : 1944, 
1946, 1963). Within each of the four groups, it was 
possible to distinguish in-migrants and non-in-migrants 
using both the recent and lifetime mobility measures, 
producing a total of sixteen groups for a comparative 
analysis. 
Comparison of elite and non-elite migration 
The most significant fact arising from the data in Table 
I is the relative decline in the proportion of elites migrat-
ing between 1940 and 1959. Whereas before World War 
II almost 75 percent of the elites listed in Minnesota had 
been born outside the state, by 1960 this proportion had 
slipped to 61 percent. The rate of migration as measured 
by "division born in" for the non-elites, however, has 
remained relatively constant at around 20 percent. 
Taking the measure of recent migration into account, 
a dramatic decrease was registered for elite migrants, 
falling from almost 10 percent of their number in 1940 
to about 4 percent in 1959. In contrast, 5-year migration 
for non-elites increased by nearly two-thirds in the two 
decades between readings, so that recent migration for 
this group is probably much greater today than for elites. 
Although the migration rates for elites, in both lifetime 
and recent mobility, has been greater traditionally than 
for non-elites, this is no longer true in reference to 5-year 
migration as it was measured in I 960. The apparent 
trend in lifetime migration for elites is also toward less 
mobility in comparison with the non-elites. 
It must be pointed out, however, that the number of 
TADLE I - Number and Percent of Migrant and Non-migrant 
Elites and Non-elites. 
Elite Non-elite (OO0's) 
Migration Status 1940 1959 1940 1960 
Division Born in .... 513 696 1237 1355 
Non-migrant .... 134 272 981 1082 
Migrant ... ...... 379 424 256 273 
Percent . . . . . . . 73.9 60.9 20.7 20.1 
Movement within 
last 5 years ... ..... 515 697 1237 1355 
Non-migrant . .. . 465 670 1179 1045 
Migrant . . ... . . .. 50 27 58 99 
Percent ..... .. 9.7 3.9 4.7 7.3 
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elites living in Minnesota increased in the two decades 
from 1940 by nearly 36 percent, whereas the increase 
for non-elites in the same time period was only 9.5 per-
cent. Although elite migration had fallen off, Minnesota 
was producing its own elites at a rate much greater than 
its overall population growth. Some of this increase is 
probably due to more extensive coverage by the editors 
of Who's Who, but it is doubtful that the majority is. 
From Table H it is evident that the increase for elite 
divisional non-migrants, 103 percent, is about twice as 
great as the increase for elite migrants. This holds true 
for the separate contributing divisions as well, with the 
exception of the West North Central Division, which 
registered an increment of 109 percent. 
TABLE II - Migration by Division Born In for Elites and Non-
elites. * 
Division Elite Percent Non-elite Percent 
lncrease (OOO's) Increase 
1940 1959 1940 1960 
Non-migrants . . . . 134 272 103.0 981 1082 10.2 
Migrants .... . . .. 263 390 48.3 256 273 6.6 
East South Ceo-
tral, West South 
Central, Mountain 
and Pacific . . .. 28 46 64.3 15 28 86.7 
% of migrants 10.6 11.8 5.9 10.3 
West North 
Central ... .... 68 142 109.0 126 133 5.6 
% of migra nts 25 .9 36.4 49.2 48.7 
East North 
Central ..... .. 128 159 24.2 103 99 - 3.9 
% of migrants 48 .7 40.8 40.2 36.3 
Middle Atlantic. 39 43 10.3 13 13 0.0 
% of migra nts 14.8 11.0 5.1 4.8 
*Comparison of migration from the South Atla ntic and New 
England Divisions was not possible because of limited census 
data. The divisions, with their respective states, are as follows : 
NEW ENGLAND - M aine, Vermont, New Hampshire, Massa-
chusetts, Connecticut, and Rhode Island; MIDDLE ATLANTIC 
- New York, Pennsylvania, and New Jersey ; E AST NORTH 
CENTRAL - Wisconsin, Michigan, lllinois, Indi ana, and Ohio; 
WEST NORTH CENTRAL - Iowa, Missouri , Kansas, Nebraska , 
South Dakota, and North Dakota (normally includes Minnesota ); 
SOUTH ATLANTIC - Maryland, Delawa re , West Virginia , 
North and South Carolina, Georgia, Florida, and the District of 
Columbia; EAST SOUTH CENTRAL - Kentucky, Tennessee, 
Mississippi , and Alabama; WEST SOUTH CENTRAL -Arkan-
sas, Louisiana, Oklahoma, and Texas; MOUNTAIN - New Mex-
ico, Arizona, Colorado, Utah, Nevada , Idaho, Wyoming, and 
Montana ; PACIFIC - Washington, Oregon, and California. 
The historical nature of the "division born in" migra-
tion measure can be grasped by looking at the proportion 
of elite migrants coming from the different divisions in 
1940 and 1959. A greater percent were born in the East 
South Central, West South Central, Mountain and Pacific 
divisions, and the West North Central division in 1959 
than in 1940. 
As the West and Midwest have filled up over the years 
a larger proportion of migrants have come from these 
areas because of their expanding population bases. 
The "older" divisions, on the other hand, have regis-
tered relative declines. The proportion of elite migrants 
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descended from 48 .7 percent to 40.8 percent between 
1940 and 1959 for the East North Central division, and 
from 14.8 percent to 11.0 percent for the Middle Atlantic 
division. 
Much of the same trend is present for non-elite divi-
sional migrants as well, with the exception of the West 
North Central division, which remained about the same 
over the 20-year span ( 49 percent). 
Table II also illustrates the fact that elites show great-
est proportions of their migrants coming from divisions 
of a further distance when compared to non-elites . In 
1959, 11 percent of elite migrants had been born in the 
Middle Atlantic division, compared with about 5 percent 
of the non-elite migrants. For the East North Central 
division, the figures were 41 percent contrasted to 36 
percent; for the East South Central, West South Central, 
Mountain and Pacific divisions combined - the ratios 
were 12 percent and 10 percent, respectively. Only in 
the West North Central division, bordering Minnesota, 
was there a greater proportion of non-elite migrants ( 49 
percent) in comparison with elite migrants ( 36 percent). 
The conclusion is that elites are more likely to migrate 
greater distances, in terms of lifetime mobility, than non-
elites. 
More extensive data, too detailed to be included here, 
yielded the following trends : 
AMONG ELITE DIVISIONAL MIGRANTS, com-
pared with elite non-migrants, those migrating were seen 
to be better educated than those who did not migrate. 
This relationship was not true when five-year migration 
was studied . 
FOR THE FIVE-YEAR ELITE MIGRANTS, in 
1940 professionals were more likely to migrate than 
managers and officials. For the 1959 sample the trend 
was reversed - managers and officials tended to migrate 
more often than professionals. Even when the "division 
born in" measure was used, the trend was the same. 
ELITE MIGRANTS WERE YOUNGER than elite 
non-migrants, but only for the five-year measure. The 
relationship was not evident when lifetime mobility was 
analyzed. 
THE ABOVE RELATIONSHIPS were heightened 
as distance migrated increased. 
Chi-square tests of the relationships between elite divi-
sional migration and age, education, and occupation were 
significant at the .01 level for the 1959 sample, although 
not for the I 940 sample, where all P-values were .10 or 
less. 
A one-way analysis of variance performed upon the 
1940 elite data showed that the mean age of divisional 
migrants versus non-migrants was not at all as expected. 
The mean age of contiguous migrants was less than that 
of non-migrants but the mean age of migrants from non-
contiguous divisions was greater than for both the con-
tiguous migrants and the non-migrants. It points to the 
essential historical nature of this method of measuring 
migration - in the end, a reflection of those who had set-
tled in Minnesota in its younger years. Initially, a large 
group of pioneers came from far to the East, followed 
101 
later by settlers from divisions nearer to Minnesota as 
these areas became sufficiently populated to push sub-
stantial numbers further West. 
An analysis of variance by a priori orthogonals with 
unequal frequencies was run to compare the mean ages 
of both the samples, again controlling for distance mi-
grated. It became apparent that not only was the 1940 
trend of older non-contiguous migrants present in the 
1959 data, it also had increased. Whereas in 1940 the 
oldest group had been non-migrants followed by non-
contiguous migrants, in 1959 non-contiguous migrants 
were by far the oldest group. 
It would seem that in 1959 there is present this same 
cohort of original pioneers from the East found in 1940, 
growing ever older. The data , when "division born in" is 
used as a measure of migration, remains a reflection of 
previous heavy settlement. 
Age and tendency to migrate 
The relationship between age and migration was plotted 
on two scattergrams, one for 1940 and the other for 
1959. On the X-axis was age, while the Y-axis contained 
the proportion of migrants. 
Both samples were found to approximate a linear rela-
tionship, so that for the 1959 data the formula was: 
Y equals .3323-.0024X, where Y is the proportion of 
migrants at age X. For 1940 the formula was: Y equals 
. 6657-.0008X. It appears from the results that in 1959 
a decrease in age as the number of migrants increased 
was much more evident than in 1940 - the 1959 slope 
being three times as sharp as the 1940 slope. At the same 
time, the starting volume of migrants at the younger ages 
in 1940 was much larger than in 1959, and decreased 
more slowly than in the later sample. 
The regression models support the results of the chi-
square and analysis of variance tests, showing that the 
original relationship between age and migration was in-
creasing as time passed. Yet, the great volume of migra-
tion in 1940 had been curtailed sharply by 1959. 
It can be surmised that the large decrease in elite 
migration taking place between 1940 and 1959 height-
ened the tendency for migrants to be older as the distance 
from their origin increased. The non-contiguous category 
of divisional migrants grew less rapidly than the non-
migrants or contiguous migrants - thus failing to pro-
duce a "replenishment" by younger elite men. Although 
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the decline in elite migration could be interpreted as a 
loss of economic opportunity for the state over the years, 
the comparison analysis indicates that the rate of increase 
for Minnesota elites between 1940 and 1959 was much 
higher than the increase in population of the state. 
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